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Studies of family efze fn.successive generations have found a small

l

* but persistently poaitive effect of ‘size of family of orientation. Recent

.
’

work has suggested that this relationship may be influenced by birth order,
intergenerational -change in lifestyle, and familial satisfactiom.’ péta~
from a 24-year longitudinal study of ‘women 'in Pennsylyania indicate“ghat

numbér of siblings does influence size of family,of procreation. More

'1mpcrtant1y, this relationship is stronger among women “Who wefd‘first-born

than later-born, stronger for-those not experiencing intergenerafionél .
v 4 ' F" /
change than for those who changed, and stronger among those who-at age -

sixtee§ were satisfied with their parental family than for, those yho were

as
M 3




Introduction

‘

Among the ‘many factors, known to influence fertility, gize| of the L.

family of orientation remains.somewhat of an enigma. Laymen d experts
f

alike hypothesize a relationship between family gize in succe slve

A

generafions. Yet studies of this phenomenon have met with mixed results.

A
clouded interpretaEion of findings. Nonetheless} st ‘research has found

a small but persistently,positive effect of the number of siblings on size

2

» of family of procreation. ' 1 - ~y

>

A »

Differences in methodology and particul xly in the samples employed, have ,

. . L . «
_This effect is hypothesized to operate at three legels-[Bumpﬁss'and

_ Westoff, 1970:89-90). First, hereditary factors may influente fecundity,

* \ ¢ \.“{ <
but this effect is not considered very important among popul tions ‘thdt
,’q‘ 1]

are ‘practicing contraception. Second, women from large fami iés may have
6 R 7

greater-exposure to risk of pregnancy by virtueTQ%iearlier marriag and '

‘N"‘ o
childbearing. Finally, individualsemay attempt to{recreate the role
(%5 ( /- -
’ relatio,ships in the family of orientation, “and ' * any{tendency

i)

- recagﬂtulate these. relationships will induce a tendency o reproduce\ a’

» >

famﬁly of similar size" (Duncan et al., 1965: 515)

0% these three alternative hypotheses, only the latter is consistently

supported. Duncan et al. (1965) report that while dura#ionoof marriage ¢

and education may account for part of the intergenerational association of
( family Bizes, they are not sufficient’. dur purpose in this paper is to.

\examine the relationship between family size in successive generations
A )
S under varying conditions hypothesized to affect this relation.

0




" Background .
© . ’ - . g i
. As far back as the turn of the century'researchers were interested in -

L N -

the intergenerational association of fertility patterns (Pearéon‘and Lee,

-

, 1899). While these early studies emphasﬂzed hereditary caudes; later work -

has firused on the social transmission of attitudes, values, and role rela-

- N tionships in the family of origin.i In addition, the widespread diffusion

of contraception has largely rendered whatever connection exists.between
- , family sizes in successive generations a voluntary action, susceptible to

: ”
~ i L]

individual'touples' desires. " g \ , T

Lol

Berent (1953) found positive correlations between the number of children 4

1

born and size of family of origin for, a sample of British subjects, all of

' whom had{beén married at least fifteen years. This relationship held for

?' ' "all social classes, for contraceptors and ﬁﬁn—contraceptors alike, and for
both husband:: and wifels number‘ofrsiblings, In additidn, some support " ,

ror
{

@

. . v [ . N ‘
. was‘given to the notion that the wife's f#mily sife bears ,a stronger rela- \
£ z

»

tionship to fertility than the husband's. - {

‘ (
K \ The Indianapolis Study revealed a slight (but statistically insignifi-

) cant) relationship between the sizes of family of origin and of procreation
¢ 4 i
(Kantner and Potter, 1954). The failure to find a stronger assaciation was .
- P M

;d attributed, in large°part; to the natuxe of the sample. The‘couplgs included "4 .
¢ we;e all urﬁan, with at least"eiéht y:;Zs of schooling, and married during} B g

l927il929lso'that a large portion of their married life occufred during the }

depression, uhen econouic constraints made it”difficult to act upon values ’
‘ and norms aequired in the family of_orientation. Moreover, many had parents ¢
- . \ SN .i ‘ ! 9 .
N {
- . N . e

NV . "
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who lived in rﬁraI areas and who had considerably less education than the

respondents *In short, the highfy select nature of the sample: maximized

differences between the two generations. T };>
[N

Duncan and his_associates {l965:51§) were the first to suggest t

stability of lifeatyle may be a necessary condition for the intergenerational
transmission of fertility patterns. 'ﬁs;;g the 1955 Growth of American
Families Study data, they found that for couples classified as "fecund
planners", controlling for duration of maﬁriége and education did not
substantially diminish the relationship beéween parental family size and
irth expectations. Further, they suggest that the relational mechanism.
linking parental and marital family sizes may be chiléhood satisfaction
"Whether thefchild has had a satisfying or an unsatisfying experience in
his family of orientation will affect his tendency to'recapitulate his
earlier experience’ when he builds his own family" (Duncan er. al.,. l965 515)‘-
* A similar perspective is advanced by Westoff and Potvin (l967) in

their theory,pf\ideal family size formation They posit a theory of family

f children in families of friends. They state:

t

o “ . I3

The norms acquired in. the early home environment !

~ . , . . !

would be most similar to those held in later years...
. *

. . . T2 R :
for persons whose experiences land associates in these
¢ . ‘ b v

years représent little change from before. "On the .

>

other hand, the children of inmigrants or of rural

e

migrants, or those from small—town backgrounds, or




T

i young perSons whose socioeconomic aspirations might

v . - [ v ~

: reflect a rejection of the values of their earlier
. life may alter sharply their ear1ier views (Westoff‘ -

and Potvin, 1967:123). '%‘

) e ) = (S : « ° «
Support for such an inﬁérpretation is found in several studies. The
1¢ & -~ ’

Princeton Study reported that family size desires of women after the birth

of a second echild were directly related to parental family size onby’for

women not reporting an unhappy childhood (Bumpass and Westoff, 1970: 92)
However/ once again the nature of the sample is offered ‘as an explanation

* for th weak relationships observed. Since only second parity women were

7
+

‘A\ drawn, an important source of variation (childless and first parity woq'n)

| was. excluded from'the dependent variable. o - )

N "
¥ ° ® ,

»Finally, Hendershot (1969) found that among a samplé of college women

size of family' of orientation and desired size of family were significaptly
» > 3
related that the;relationship was stronger for first-born than for: later- s;‘

Y +

born wompn, -and stronger forgrespondents from families of orientation A

»

characterized by a higher degree of Solidarity. McAllister, Stokes, and
Knapp (1974) replicated.Hendershot s first two,Hypqtheses and f%PndQno g,

significant relationships. ' The Hendershot sample of college on?n was
“*largely urban, white, Protestant, and upper-middle class, whereas the

' McAllister sample was racially heterogeneous, largely rural and skewed )
toward the lower socioeconomic classes. The respondents in Hendershot's

- study did not anticipate a high degree of'discontinuity in intergenerational

lifestyle; however, educational aspiratibns and residential expectations of

»

) the McAllister sample.revealed a group of rural youths anticipating an

. ‘s . . '

'.’ ! - o ’ g
. I : . ~—~——

“ . . . (3
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. s8ize in successive generationms.

hypothesized that the divergent findingk‘of the two studies resulted from

‘q

improved socioeconomic status in an urban setting McAllistér et al.

the social and demographic differences in the two samples, dispaﬁities

3

which minimized the probability of intergenerational change in lifestylef
}

for the one, and ximized the probability for the other. To the extent .
m€ &

this interpretation is accurate, these findings.support Duncan and Westofﬂ

, ”gg

and Potvin's thesis on the effect of stability in lifestyle for family v

A '

’ N ~ N ¢

-

-1 3
Hendershot's findings with regard to the effect, of birth order are

consistent with the work of Schachter (1959; 1964). Schachter (1964) has . .
. ® ; P
shown. that first-born children are more dependent upon others than their

¥
4 i

later-born siblings, are more submissive to group influence in the forma-

tiom of sociometric choices), and dare less popular than thg later—born. A

logical extension of the evidence that the first-born are more easily

r »

influenced would suggest that first—born children are ?91/’likely than i

"

later—borh children to recapitulate the demographic characteristics of the

family of origin in 'the. family of procreation Further support for .this - - <
nterpretation is given by Rossi (l965) who reasons that the integrative
role daughters play in kinship systems is more strongly felt by first-born .

daughters Since the fdrst—born more often bear the namgs of subjectively L
}\," 9

mportant relhtives, t Ty may perceive th£%§elyes as significantly, 1

/ 4 .

symbolically, and publicly linked with the past. Similarly, Kammeyer (1966) .
( Ty

\

"has shown support fo¥ the idea that first—born daughters are "conservatoys

.of the traditional culture.' They are more likel o express traditional

Vo t

vfﬁws abdut feminine behavior and feminine perso ality traits, more likely #

@

}H
~
R
.
k]
.
T3 2T
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N )

to agree with their mothers and fathers about. the feminine role, and more
. \ , * \
likely to describe .themselves as religious. The work of Rossi and of

Kammeyer thus. lends support to the propositién that first-b%ég danghters ‘

L]

) shonld have.unique’family\formation ﬁatterns. , o

"y
Cohsiatent with this line of reasoning, we examine the folloqing'ﬁ

[ . - +
- -

rélationships:

1. Size of family of orientatidn; is positively related to size of family

Y
.

of ‘precreation. ' f

'This relationship is- further examined under the following conditions

2. S8ize of familz}of‘%rientation is more strongly related te size of .

X

familz_gf_procreadgon among first-born children than among_later—
; ' : : 3 .

AN

born. . . . s .
) ’ ’ , .
Size of family of of orie tation is more gtrongly related to size of |
§ -

1

familz_gf_procreation

AR

change in_lifestxle'than amo those experiencing such chang_,

Size of family of of orientation {s mpre stronglx related to size of

familz of procreati gg%g th se satisfied with the family of °

orientation than I ong those . dLssatisfied.

‘Data for this project were drawn from a 24—year longitudinal study
/ ¢
conducted: by the U.S. Department of Agriculture and The Pennsylvania State

University. The sample for the larger study consisted of dll sophomores _

in.74 rural high schools in ‘Pennsylvania who were ﬁfist interviewed in
1947. Originally, 1, 492 female respondents were included. At the last
contact in 1971, 1,095 (23 percent) of,the original “female subjects had

.
k3

. r

0009
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13

'

participated in‘all aspects of the follow-up study. For purposes of the

current report, only women married once and living with their husbands at

vy o

‘é the time of the final interview (1971) were included The effective gample
size is thus 915. (Some of the N's in’the tables vary due to missfﬂb‘ar

incomplete data on some variables.) ° 4 o ‘ , )

At the time of the last interview almost all of the respondents were
. o o

between 40 and 44 years of age and thus .had virtually completed their - .
I . .

childbearing. The measure of marital fertility (size of family of pro-

dreation) was restricted to biological children of husband and wife and

v

represents in 1arge measure, completed fertility. In 1947 respondents

were asked the ages of all brothers and sisters. They were not asked to
k-

I

distinguish among step—siblings; foster siblirngs, and biological siblings. /

. Hence, the size of family of orientation is equal ,to the number of socio-
logical siblings plus the respondent. This yields a sociologically meaning-

ful measure of size of family of orientation, but is a biased meas fe of

/

s fecundity in the previous generation since siblings who dti:ﬁbefore the

respondent's birth or who were born in years following theNsurvey were

omitted:; This limitation also describes earlier work in this area (Duncan

et al., 1965:509). Birth order was determined by ranking. the ages of
» i

V4
siblings in ascending order and inserting the redpondent’'s age in the

appropriate position. Birth;order'qas_then equal to the number of older : i

L3

siblings plus one. ' ’ ' c

s

Intergenerational change in lifestyle was operationalized qusing

educational attainment of the respondent and her mother. Educational‘
. .
’
attainment was selected as the, indicator of intergenerationaX>change .in

4




awd

1ifest§1e becé/ use it represents the preparation an imdividual has received .
to participate in the intellectual, cultural, and technical activities of

.a Societx, and is viewed as sensitively linked to differences in lifestyle
(Bogue,-1969:438). The number of years of formal education of the respon-
denf's mother was obtained on the 1957 questionnaire, while the educatiogal
atatus of the respondent was available fro& the 1971 schedule. Bot§ were

o

clgssified into the following categories: (1)

less than hﬁs? school, (2)

high school graduate, (3) some formal training beyond high schapl, and

(4) college graduate. If a respondent‘s educationil level differed from

that of her mother, then the réspondent was identifie\ as an intergenera-

tisnal changer in lifestyle.

?amilial satisfaction was‘measured by athirteeﬂﬁteﬁ-summated scéle

"administered in 1947 as part of the: California Test of Personality (see
Appendix for items).* This measure of familial satisfaction at approximately
‘age sixteen permits .an examination of the influence of this variable on the
completed’fer;ilit&\of these éomen twenty-four years later. The items were

scored so that the range was from 13 to 26. The scale was then dichotomized

/
at 21; respondents scaring above this value were considexed satisfied with

the family of orientationlwhi¥L those 21 and below were conaidered dis-

satisfied. fi )
&

Regression %nalysis was used so that the findings would have the

greatest comparability with earlier .work. We were not interested in

estimating the independent effects of birth(order, intergenerational change,

-

or familial satigﬁaction on fertility, but rather in whether or not the

basic relationship in question was'affected by these variables. This is .

£l ’
* .




G#S samples used by Du\can and his asSOciates and for the Pennsylvania

)

equivalent to'hypothesizing interaction effects for birth order, inter-

generational change in lifestyle, and familial satisfaction. Adding
3\, N
multiplicative terms to the regression equation is dne method of'estimating ,

t . - ¥

these effects. In this case, however, a higl/.degree of multicollinearity

between the interactioh terms and thé main variables rendered interpretation,

of the interaction terms unl eliable, because of the tendency for ihe multi-
plicative terms to be deflated in such cases (Althauser, 1971). Thus we
ran separate regressions for| the different birth—order” intergené%étional
change ‘and satisféct}on categorizsl X , ' o

Finally, it should be noted that duration of marriage; education, and |
residence background were not entered in the regression analysis as was

one by Duncan et al. (1965). Since all of our respondents were from rural

)

areas and over ninety percent had been married at leapt fifteen years, thée

. . \

influence of these factors were éffectively removed. Education was not

’

X 4
entered since >t~was\u3ed as the me%%uré‘of intergenerational change in

. . o .

lifestyle.’ N "

\

L1 v .
s Findin}L

f\ Table 1 presents frequency distributio qu the 1955 GAF and 1962

7

sample in 197]. Since the women in our sample were approximately forty
\

"years of age in l971, they would have been eligible for inclusion in both

of the earlier stqdies. A comparison of the three s mples on number of

'siblings reveals gubstantial consistency. As in the GAE and CP$ samples,

42

women in our sample have borne considerably fewer ch ldren than their .




Co. . 10
b . ~

mothers. Almost‘thirty percent of our respondents had five or more ,siblings
. . \

while less than %even percent have borne six or more children.
[

- Table 1 about here

4

The final ‘two columns of Table 1 reveal a remarkable Similarity

’between the most likely expected births (MLE) from the 1955 GAF study and-

» the number of children borne by women in the Pennsylvania sample. In no

case is the difference as large as three percent. Consequently, while a

criterion for inclusion in our sample was that these women spent part of
their adolescence in nonmetropolitan Pennsylvania; their fertility

N

behavior is quite consistent with that found in national samples.
\ The slope of the gegression line of °size of family of procreation on‘
siée of family of origytation is .086 for the total sample (Taole 2). This
finding is similar in magnitude to relationships obtained by Duncan et al.
(1965) for the 1955 dfowtn of American Families' (GAF) data and for the

1962 Current ngulation Survey‘(CPS). Since our sample had virtually

. completed childbearing, the most appropriate compariSons between this
study and Duncan's work is with the most likely expected (MLE) number of
,oirths from the GAF sample and.live births (LB) for women 47 to 61 years

8

of age from the CPS data. =«

Table 2 about here

\ For women aged 47-61. in the CPS data, complet%d fertility regressed
on Jife's,siblings%yielded a slope of .lll forvthe‘total relationship, and
.085 with duratiog of marriagefcontrolled, remarkably'similar to our
results. kelatioqships among the GAF. data were similar, .067 for the total

sample using MLE births, and .080 for MLE births amgng the "fecund planners".

~
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. Relationships of this magnitude suggest that size of family of origin

is only weakly related-to marital fertility, pafticularly when compared to )

)
the influence of other variables Nonetheless; as Duncan et al., (1965:510)

%

point out, the relationship is n%t demographically trivial; it implies a

‘completed family size of .7 or 8 larger among women with ten siblings than

- among those with none. Similarities between these unstandardized regressicdn
] ) r N s -

coefficients promote confidence in both the approximate magnitude of the

effect, and the generalizability of the present data set. This finding then'

shpports the~notion that size of parental family does affect fertility, but

. the magnitude of@the'effect is small. )

» : e i )
DR ‘, " :: %:
BirthnOrder ',«f:‘”f‘f ’ ga
PO ‘g\\f

The gropoéition\that birth order may be a factor affecting the rela-

¢

tionship of family size in successive generations is supported (column two,

\
Table ﬁ)’ The«effect of size of family of origin on the completed fertility

of these»women is approximatéf& twice as large among first-born as among

4

" the later—born The §tandardized§§egression coefficients reveal a slope of
«256 for first—born wives compareﬁ:to .l32 for the later-born.  Additionally,
the Beta for first—born women is Jhrger than the beta for the total sample.

ﬂ While we are not accounting for large por}ions of the variance in ‘marital

/\

‘) feruility - such was not our purpose—— the difference in the betas indicate

k that ' binth order does affect the relationship between family size in

’f

succesaive generationsaw The question as to why thfs ‘pattern mbtains~remains
- . J

4‘1 »ufp an intriguing but . unanswered issue. A

1

S
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Intergenerational Change . P

1 o

»

£\

As noted earlier, Hendershot'(l969}-and McAllister et al. (1974) report

L .

conflicting results on the relationship of family-size in successive genera-
tions. Among a sample of predominantly upper—middle ‘class white, college

*

females, Hendershot found moderate positive’ correlations between family

* gize preferences and number of siblings, while McAllister found no con-

W

’ experiences (and associates) are most similar to those of the early,

3

sistent or significant relationships among these variables for a sample.of
rural, racially heterogeneous high school students from predominantly lover

socioeconomic backgrounds. Following the suggestion of Westoff and Potvin

that this relationship should be stronger for individuals not changing
lifestyles, McAllister et al. attributed their conflicting findings to
higher expectations‘for intergenerational change in their sample compared
to those in’Hendershot's study.

The fourth and fifth rows of Table 2 permit a more direct test of the
idea that intergenerational change in lifestyle may influence the connection
between intergenerathnaI“family sizes. The standardized regression
coefficients are in the predicted direction. The standardized slope” for
women ngtfeﬁperiencing intergenerational change is

. s

genegational change category yields a beta of .118.

.ZlShhwhile the inter-
Again, the direction’
of the difference is consistent with the proposition that women whose

homé?

x W,
environment are more f&!él to recapitulate the size of family of orfgﬁn in
build;ng their own families. 4

. = z
. i < j;i

0015
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Familial Satisfactfon | . ' . ) *

The effect of familial satisfaction on the relationship between family
. . ) '
size in successive generations was suggested by Duncan et al. (1965) and

received support in ‘the work of Westoff and Potvin (1967), Bumpass and

Westoff (1970), and Hendersbot (1969). While these studies supporf the %
1

&
[N

idea that satisfaction with the family of orientation is more 1ike1y to 1ea3 #

e

to a recapitulation of parental family size, they each possess iimitations f

g

in methodology. In the Bumpass and Westoff (1970) study, womén in their

mid—thirties were asked to recall whether or not their childhood was happy.
3 .

Westoff‘ and Potvin and Hendershot surveyed college women so their measures

of familial satisfaction did not involve recall of a much- earlier period.

[ 4

But in these studies the dependentfvariable was birth expectatibns not

completed fertility. Consequently, the relationship found between size of

-’

}amily of orientation and birth expectations ‘is dependent upon the reli-
ability of the latter variable. And,,whiIe b&rth expectations have been
found to be reliahle in the agéregate,athey are considered highly un-
reliable at the’individual level. - : ' .

The present data pErmit'an examination of the influence.of familial -

- »

satisfaction measured at approximately age sixteen, and coﬁpleted family

i}

mn—————————

size twenty—four years later. The standardized regreséion:coefficients ,

for the satisfied and dissatisfied eategories suppoft the proposition that
familial satisfaction is a factor in the relationshipfbetween family size .o

in successive generations. ‘Among those respondents who at age sixteen ‘ -

- were dissatisfied with their family of orientation the beta is a négliéible
/- .022, while for' those who were satisfied it is .175. Thus among women who

-
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were disgatisfied with their parental family;, no effect of size of family

« .

of origin is observed. Fof women who were satisfied with their experiences
LY ‘ -

in the family of orientafigg, thexe is a tenden€y for them-to establish a

@
‘.

family of simlilar size to thét of their parents. . , I
. ] ’
e The final rows in Table 2 affgrd comparisons of the various birth
orders, intergenerational change, and familial satisfaction combinationms.

Given the above findings it is not gurpfisiﬁg that the stro?gest relation-

ship ié among fiist—born women who did not change lifestyle (bgta = .419).
These women, leadingilives similar to.those of their parents, are perhaps
the most traditional of all. The number of cdses on which this felatioqship
A&é based is not large enough'to place great i?nﬁidence in the ;bsolute

values of the rqgres%ion weights. Nonetheless, it is large endugh to be

-~

suggestive that birth order and change in lifestyle are impoytant con-
ditions éffecting the intergenerational transmigsioﬁ'of family size.
Similarly, stEonge? effects were found émong'the first-born-satisfied and
the no change—satisfied\cate§6r£es while no relationships or very weak ones *

were observed for ghe later=-born-dissatisfied and the change-and-dissatisfied

categories. !

Discussion
' Y

This'study has gemonstrated a small but persistéﬁtly ﬁoéitive effect

of size of famlly of orientation on size of family of procreation. In

/.. “
comparison to the effects of variables such .as socioeconomic status,

religion, or race, size of.family of origin appears to have a modest

influence on marital fertility. However, these findings suggest that this

effect is stronger under certain conditions.’ : '

Iy
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T First-born women were found to be more likely to reproduce the size of:

their family of origin than later-born women, ﬁeasons for this relationship

were not examined in this study qlthough several plausible explanatiogs .

were advanced. Chief among these alternatives is the suggestion by some ’

researchers that first-born children are more submissive to group infiuences,
have more dependent personalities, more traditional attitudes, and piay

¢ . particularly important roles in kinship ?ystems (Schachter, 1959; 1964}
Kampeyer, 1966; Rossi 1/?5) While the@explanation for this relationship 2Ty

remains open for: the present, findings do direct future research on this‘
° %

topic)to incdude birth order as a'variabIe. The influence of birth order

“should become even greater as average family size decreases. A decrease

A l : LY

in average family size would mean that an increasing proportion of children .

1

would be first—born and thus more 1ike1y to reproduce the size of the

>

family of orientation. ’ -5 ) I

.

. Intergenerational change in 1ifesty1e was also found to have an

important effect. Women who changed lifestyles from those of their

2 m?thers——operationalized as change in educational attainment--were‘iEss
#® ' e '
likely tq'recapitulate the size of their family of origin than women who
did not experience intergenerational change. The nature of our sanple

’

maximized the probability of an intergenerational change in lifestyle as

well as an intergenerational change in family size. =The respondents were

born during the Depression when family size declined; but the bulk of

their childbearing was during the postwar baby boom., Seventy—seyen percent
. . -
. ' of the sample changed educational categories from those of their mothers.

Future generational changes in educational levels should slow, so that

t .o N
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change in lifestyle, as indexed by’educational change, should become a less

important factor i%fluéncing family size in successive génerations. Further,

’
)

the stabilization will have‘occurred at a higher absolute level of educa-

P
’ R ?

‘tIBnal attainment.

Familial satisfactidn was found to influence.the relationship in ' f - )

-

;

~_~_questions —Women who were Satﬂéfied with their parental family at age
six en were-more likely to have a similar number of children twenty-four
4 4 yeaks later than those who were’dissatisfied. In fact, among those who

P | were issatisfied there was no‘relationship betweenlfamily size in the'two

'gen ations. These findings suggest that studies of the formation of

fanily size preferences amoﬂg adolescents should examine the satisfaction

of individuals with their family of orient?tﬁbn Women who had satisfying ¢

‘ role relationships inttheir family of orien@p}ion may recreate a family of
'similar size in order to mooilize familiar resources 1 relationships add 1
' ! .
rgles" (Duncan et al , 1965:514). o ; . ¢
- f Finally, the relationShip between sizerof family of origin and marital
x fertility was strongest for first-born women not experiencing change in
- ' )

§
lifestyle For these women, the effect of size. of family of orientation /is

similar in magnitude to that of more well-known variables such as socio- ’
’ <
, economic status andlreligion, although ghie generalization was 1imiteftby
the size of this subsanple. . ! ' ’f
These findfngs support the interpretation that norms and role relation—. |
) ships?encountered in the family of orientation exert an influence oii ; 3

fertility behavior. The conditional nature of thisg relationship cnce again

-
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.illustrates.the complexitiés~involved in untangling the network of

f R - T
influgnces'afggEting family size. Future work on the influénce of faailz

of origin should be expandéa;ts include birth order,fintergenerationai v

+

v J

change in lifestyle, and familial satisfaction. Such additions should aid
| d 7 ) ’

our/understanding of, fertility behavior by isolating the effects of tP%Fe

varhaples and by specifying more precisely the conditions under which'they
~ - .\
operate. ' ’

o ‘fl -~
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k,” ., ltems used if the 1947 familial satisfaction scaIe M o
. - ‘ ¢ E N e . ' » ) r ot e S
é’\. v . - ‘{ 't . . P o
: » 1. Are.you troubled because your parents are not congenial? > .. .. o T8
. . . Kl o
_ 2. Do the members of your.family frequently hé@e gobd times together? ‘o .
) 3. Do your folks seem to believe that you are not thoughtful of them?% - ,ﬂ
" . ~ - - . ” ,
' 4, Are there things about one or both of your folks that annoy you? . :
" T 5. Are you troubied because your folks differ from ou regarding the . e Fo
. things you 1like? , 2 ~, : ’ .
. 6. Do your folks appear, to doubt whether you will be successful? o R
’ 7. Does someone at your home quartel with you too much of the time? ] e
. 8. Do you like your parents about equally? g : s
! - o - 5 ® #o )
. 9. Do the members of your family seem.to criticize you a lot? ‘ b e )
10. Do you usually like to be somewhere else than at home? SR . son 6;
. -51‘ 4 » . =
~ 11. Do somﬁ'of those at home séem to think they are betterothan §ou? . : °
x . « & -, ]
12. ‘Ate your folks reasonable to you when they demand obedience? .-
13, Do you—sometimes feel 1like leaving your home for ‘good? 1‘ ?
‘ . oo Lo i
. . ’ . - - . . ': ,t ) . ’ o '
» - & S ’
1 * - -° s
~ L ] . . e q‘
. , T
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a Table 2. Regressions of size of family of procre-ation on size of family coo
. ¢ of orientation mder varying cggditions .
1 z - ) - -
; s iy . .
j-“ (1), (2) @ (4) e (5) . ‘
/, ‘Unstandardized Standardized .oy .o Npqxber
Relationsh%p regression regression ¥, . *Significante of
examined %effieiém‘a coefficient R .+ o level cases
Total aamgjle . .086 140 - 7,020 Jor 901
| y . i - ' [2 .
Pt Birth Order S : R },@ ¥
Firstzborn .248 256 -, .065 .001 2861 -
~ P, ' -
Later-born .082 ”\ .132 017 .001 600
. M""-n,.\ [
) Intergenerational Y . '
Change in Lifestyle ' ‘ A \
L] 33
No change 163 218 g }?)47 -.01 195
. Familial -Satisfaction D 4 ‘ .
: - or R ’({
Satisfied .112 .:t751 S .03, .001 713
Dissatisfied J013 022 ..000 N.S. | 165-
* » : . I8
*Birth Order 'and !
Chan e ) . 2 . i
change - @ :
First-horn and : ‘
no change of \ . s
lifestyle 414 .419 176 .001 62
{ . IS - 9
'First-born and 9
change of life- . *
style .149 .155 .024 .05 218
e
< r - . ,
s
. Q [ §
026 |




7

&

. No change and ° - ’
‘ dissatisfied | .022 i, . .026 . ..

-

Table 2. (continued) . -

<

_Birth Order and b g
- Change (continued)

Later—borh and -

no chaiige of ¥ %
lifestyle .175 .227
Later-born and

change of life- ‘

style .058 .097

Birth Order and
Satisfaction

First—born.and
dissatisfied .197

-
.
[
O
w

Later-born and
satisfied .106 .165

Later-born and ;
dissatisfied -.000 ¥ -.001
\
Change and
Satigfaction

Change and )
satisfied .083 . ! «135 .

Change and . .
disqatisfied .014 ¢, v .025

No change ggi .
~ satisfied _ e .223

First-boyn and ' h
satisfi - .250 .253 -

(3)

.052

009

.018
.001
.082

.001

(4)

.01

N. S ]
.001

N.S.

(5)

< 128

422

228
55
485

110

523
112
149

39




